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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 3 7 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 10/24/07 has been entered. 

Claim Rejections -35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-4, 10, 1 1, 14, 16-19 and 21 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Suzuki et al. (US 5,600,462) in view of Kojima (US 6,01 1,601). 

Referring to claim 1, Suzuki et al. disclose a device comprising a light incident surface 
for receiving the light; and a light emission surface for emitting the light incident on the light 
incident surface, wherein the light emission surface includes at least one light concentration unit 
which has at least two inclined surfaces on which the light is incident and refracted (Fig. 3, ref. 
9), wherein a peak angle between the two inclined surfaces is in a range from about 90° to 1 20° 
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(col. 5, lines 24-33). As to the limitation that the peak angle is selected based on a refraction 
index of the prism sheet, it has been recognized that "[E]ven though product-by-process claims 
are limited by and defined by the process, determination of patentability is based on the product 
by itself The patentabilty of a product does not depend on its method of production. If the 
product in the product-by-process claim is the same or obvious from a product of the prior art, 
the claim in unpatentable even though the prior art product was made by a different process. 
MPEP 2113. However, the reference does not disclose that the refractive index of the prism 
sheet is in a range from about 1.41 to about 1.49. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for the refractive index of the prism sheet to be in a range from about 1 .41 to 
about 1 .49 since ". . .a prima facie case of obviousness exists where the claimed ranges and prior 
art ranges do not overlap but are close enough that one skilled in the art would have expected 
them to have the same properties" MPEP 2.44.05. Suzuki et al. disclose a refractive index of 
1.50 (col. 4, line 24). 

Furthermore, the reference fails to disclose that the light incident surface is substantially 
smooth. 

Kojima et al. discloses a device wherein the light incident surface is substantially smooth 
(Fig. 2, ref. 10). 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for the light incident surface to be substantially smooth. Suzuki et al. 
discloses that the light incident surface is rough as a means to diffuse the light (col. 4, lines 27- 
33). Kojima et al. discloses a separate diffuser plate to diffuse incident light (col. 3, lines 26-29), 
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thereby providing the same function as having a rough surface of the prism by employing a 

t 

smooth incident surface of the prism sheet with a separate diffusing plate. Therefore, employing 
a smooth incident surface as opposed to a rough incident surface would have been obvious due to 
art-recognized equivalence. 

Referring to claims 2-4, Suzuki et al. discloses a device wherein the light emission 
surface includes a plurality of the light concentrate units each having at least two included 
surfaces and the peak angle; wherein the light concentrate units each have a shape of a prism 
column and are arranged parallel with each other in a longitudinal direction of the light 
concentrate units, wherein one of the two inclined surfaces forms a first angle with respect to the 
light incident surface and the other of the two inclined surfaces forms a second angle with 

m i 

respect to the light incident surface, the first and second angles are equal to each other (Fig. 3, 
ref. 9; Fig. 4, ref. 9). 

Referring to claims 10 and 11, Suzuki et al. disclose the device previously recited, but 
fails to disclose that the light emission angle is in a arranged from about 5.86° to about 26.23°, 
and that the inclined surfaces are configured such that light incident on one of the inclined 
surfaces are travels in accordance with the claimed equations 1 to 3. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for the light emission angle to be in a arranged from about 5.86° to about 
26.23°, and that the inclined surfaces are configured such that light incident on one of the 
inclined surfaces are travels in accordance with the claimed equations 1 to 3 since Suzuki et al. 
disclose the claimed structural limitations of the device. Having the light behave in accordance 
with the structural limitations of the device would naturally occur and is therefore obvious. 
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Referring to claim 14, Suzuki et al. disclose that the device further includes a body in 
which the light incident on the surface travels towardthe light emission surface, wherein the 
body is integrally formed with the light incident surface and the light emission surface (Fig. 3, 
ref. 9). 

Referring to claim 16, Suzuki et al. disclose that the prism sheet is made of polycarbonate 
(col. 4, lines 25-26). 

Referring to claim 17, Suzuki et al. disclose the device previously recited, and further 
discloses that the peak angle is in a range from about 1 10° to 120° (col. 5, lines 33-35). As to the 
limitation that the refraction index varies in proportional to a value of the peak angle, it has been 
recognized that "[E[ven though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the 
process, determination of patentability is based on the product by itself. The patentabilty of a 
product does not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by-process 

* ■ 

claim is the same or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim in unpatentable even 
though the prior art product was made by a different process. MPEP 2113. 

Referring to claim 18, Suzuki et al. disclose a device comprising a lamp assembly having 
a plurality of lamps (Fig. 1, ref. 7) for generating light, a prism sheet (9) for adjusting paths of 
the light, the prism sheet including: a light incident surface for receiving light; and a light 
emission surface for emitting light incident on the light incident surface, wherein the light 
emission surface includes at least one light concentrate unit which has at least to inclined 
surfaces on which the light is incident and refracted, wherein a peak angle between the two 
inclined surfaces is in a range from about 90° to about 120° ( col. 5, lines 33-35), wherein the 
lamps (7) are disposed at a side of the diffusing surface (10) opposite to a side at which the prism 



» 
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sheet (10) is disposed. As shown in Figure 1, the lamps are disposed behind the diffusing 
surface and the prism sheet is disposed in front of the diffusing surface. Therefore, the lamps 
and the prism sheet are disposed on opposite sides of the diffusing surface. As to the limitation 
that the peak angle is selected based on a refraction index of the prism sheet, it has been 
recognized that "[E[ven though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the 
process, determination of patentability is based on the product by itself. The patentabilty of a 
product does not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by-process 
claim is the same or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim in unpatentable even 
though the prior art product was made by a different process. MPEP 2113. However, the 
reference fails to disclose a diffusion plate for diffusing light. 

Kojima discloses a diffusing plate (25) for diffusing light. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ a light diffusing plate. Suzuki et al. discloses that the light 
incident surface is rough as a means to diffuse the light (col. 4, lines 27-33). Kojima et al. 
discloses a separate diffuser plate to diffuse incident light (col. 3, lines 26-29), thereby providing 
the same 'function as having a rough surface of the prism by employing a light diffusing plate. 
Therefore, employing a light diffusing plate as opposed to a rough incident surface would have 

* 

been obvious due to art-recognized equivalence. 

Furthermore, the reference does not disclose that the refractive index of the prism sheet is 
in a range from about, 1 .4 1 to about 1 .49. 

♦ 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made for the refractive index of the prism sheet to be in a range from about 1.41 to 
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about 1 .49 since ". . .a prima facie case of obviousness exists where the claimed ranges and prior 
art ranges do not overlap but are close enough that one skilled in the art would have expected 
them to have the same properties" MPEP 2.44.05. Suzuki et al. disclose a refractive index of 
1.50 (col. 4, line 24). 

Referring to claim 19, Suzuki et al. disclose a device wherein the light emission surface 
includes a plurality of the light concentrate units each having at least two included surfaces and 
the peak angle; wherein the light concentrate units each have a shape of a prism column and are 
arranged parallel with each other in a longitudinal direction of the light concentrate units (Fig. 4). 

Referring to claim 21, Suzuki et al. discloses a device wherein the lamp assembly has a 
plurality of lamps arranged parallel with each other in a selected direction (Fig. 1, ref. 7). 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 10/24/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

4. In response to Applicant's argument that neither Suzuki et al. nor Kojima disclose that 
the peak angle between the two inclined surfaces is selected based on a refraction index of the 
prism sheet, Examiner has responded to the argument in the above rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard H. Kim whose telephone number is (571)272-2294. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00-6:30 M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Nelms can be reached on (571)272-1787. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Richard H Kim 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2871 
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— ^Javid Nfelms 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
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